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ABSTRACT

TRAINING OF THE AMERICAN SOLDIER DURING WORLD WAR I AND
WORLD WAR II, By Major Roger K. Spickelmier, USA, 158 pages.

This study is a historical comparison and analysis of
individual infantry training program development of the
United States Army during World War I and World War II.
Each period is examined using available historical records
and by focusing on three areas of program development. The
three areas studied are--(1) factors affecting program
development, (2) organizations responsible for training,
and (3) individual training program development and
evolution.

The study identifies similarities and traces the evolution
of training programs from the United States' entry in World
War I through the development of the final' individual
training program after victory in Europe in World War II.
The study is useful in providing an example of adaptation
to change, as shown in the development of training programs
of World War I, and an example of improvement to existing
programs, as shown in the development of training programs
of World War II. m-

The study concludes that World War II individual training
benefited from the experience of the United States Army in
World War I. Lessons learned from World War I training
development were incorporated in planning during the period
between the World Wars and provided the basis for World War
II individual training.
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CHAPTER 1

BACKGROUND AND ORGANIZATION

INTRODUCTION

Of all the civilized states of Christendom, we are
perhaps the least military, though not behind the
foremost as a warlike one.1

-Dennis Hart Mahan1

Practically considered, then, the nation hasno
army in time of peace, though, when the clarion
voice of war resounds through the land, the
country throughout its vast extent becomes, if
necessary, one bristling camp of armed men.... It
is a circumstance quite unique in character..., it
belongs to the genius of the American Republic....

-John A. Logan

The United States entered the twentieth century

with a tradition of isolation from European politics and

with an army that was small and widely scattered at

numerous frontier posts. Neither our domestic nor foreign

policy had, until then, required a large permanent military

establishment. But by the turn of the century the United

States was beginning to realize its potential in both

material resources and population. By 1890, the American

frontier was settled, and the United States was among the

leading industrial nations of the world with a population

of 76,000,000 people (of which 39,000,000 were male). 3  By

1900, the United States had established a colonial empire



in the Caribbean and Pacific and had defeated a European

colonial power. The Spanish-American War was an expression

of the country's new relationship to the other nations of

the world and its implicit responsibility as a new world

power. The United States, by the twentieth century,

possessed the wealth and military potential that drew it

into international political activity, whether desired or

not. 4  In its position as a world power, it was inevitable

that the United States would be drawn into the century's

two great wars. At the outset of both world wars, and

without a tradition of a large military establishment, the

United States was faced with the formidable task of

creating a military force capable of assisting its allies

in defeating Germany, considered in both wars to have the

best army in the world.

Critical to the creation of an effective military

force is training. The primary combat force during the

wars of the twentieth century has been infantry and, as

such, the basic training of infantry has been critical in

the creation of twentieth century American armies. This

study will examine the development of individual infantry

training by the United States Army during both World War I

and World War II in order to trace the evolution of

training programs during each wartime period. The purpose

of this study is to determine if individual infantry

training practices, programs, and procedures of the United



States Army during World War II improved as a result of theI

experiences of World War I.

HISTORICAL CONTEXT

The United States Army, prior to its entry into the

First World War, was essentially a constabulary force withI

little experience in large unit operations. The Army was

kept small, normally less than 50,000 officers and men, and

was scattered at small outposts throughout the country. 
5

Its primary purpose prior to entry into the First World War

was to support civilian authorities in the maintenance of

domestic order and disaster relief; guard the Mexican

frontier against bandit incursions; and fight a

counter-insurgency war in the newly won colony of the

Philippines. As a result of the Spanish-American War, a

number of improvements had been made in the organization of

the Army, and limited planning had begun to facilitate

mobilization, but the United States was not prepared for

the First World War, especially in programs to train

soldiers.6

At the outset of World War I, the Army was required

to create a military force capable of functioning with the

technologies and organizational concepts of the twentieth

century. While the American Civil War was fought with much

of the technology and the mass armies of later wars, it was

during World War I that all of the basic weapons systems,



mobilization methods, and organizational principles used

through World War II until today were employed. 7Following

the American Civil War, the Army concentrated on immediate

operational requirements, reduced in size and failed to

keep up with the European nations in many technological and

organizational improvements. Our future enemy, Germany,

was considered, during the period after the Franco-Prussian

War, to be the best military organization in the world.
8

Of all the nations considered to be world powers at the

beginning of the twentieth century, only Britain and the

United States had not copied the German system of

organization, manning and training. 9  At the outset of the

war the Army numbered only 213,557 officers and men, both

Regulars and National Guard in federal service. To expand

and train this army into an effective force eventually

numbering 3,684,474, was a formidable task. 
10

Prior to World War I, the predominant philosophy

within the United States Army for creating a large military

force was the expansible army concept. First proposed by

John C. Calhoun and later refined by COL Emory Upton, the S
expansible army concept was based upon a full

organizational skeleton of a wartime force with a full

complement of officers and non-commissioned officers.

During war, the Army's enlisted strength was to be fleshed

out by an influx of new recruits and the recall of

reservists who had received rudimentary training during

time of peace. Recruits and reservists were to be trained

4



and assimilated into units by the long term Regulars.
1 1

While proving impracticable in terms of the military

requirements of the late nineteenth century and in terms of

what the nation was prepared to support economically, the

12
concept did have an effect upon training. Inherent in

* the concept of an expansible army was the desire to train

new recruits to the standards of discipline and skill

characteristic of the Regular rather than depending on the

enthusiastic, but undisciplined and unskilled volunteer.

Equally important was the reliance on experienced soldiers

to train the influx of recruits. Although mobilization

programs during each World War did not provide the skeletal 4

organizations advocated in the expansible army concept,

they attempted to train the new recruit to the standards

expected of the Regulars. The training programs of both

World Wars also depended on Regulars, trained reservists,

and experienced veterans to provide the training. 1

The manpower for both World Wars was provided by

the Selective Service system. The Selective Service Act of J

May, 1917, was developed after careful study of

conscription during the Civil War and provided the broad

outlines of the nation's wartime structure during the First

World War. Based upon the division structure, there were to

be three increments: The Regular Army, raised immediately

to a wartime strength of 286,000; the National Guard,

brought up to an authorized strength of 400,000; and a

newly formed National Army, called the "Volunteer Army,"

-.
40.



made up of conscripts enrolled in 500,000 man increments. 
1 4

Even in the beginning, almost two-thirds of the Regular

and National Guard divisions were made up of new recruits,

while the National Army divisions were predominately

conscripts. As the Regular Army and National Guard

approached full strength, enlistments were discontinued,

and the Army began to rely on conscription for the creation

of new divisions and the replacement of losses in

established divisions. As the war progressed and more

replacements joined all divisions, differences among units

lessened, resulting in orders on 7 August 1918 eliminating

the what had become an artificial distinction and formally

incorporating all units into the United States Army with a

common administration and command. 15Selective Service in

World War I made possible the expansion of the Army to an

eventual enlisted strength of almost 3,470,000 out of a

total strength of 3,685,458. 16

Modeled on the May 1917 act, the Selective Service

Bill of 16 September 1940, was passed in reaction to the

events in Europe during 1939 and 1940. The initial effect

of the 1940 bill, referred to as the "Draft," was to expand

the Army of 172,000 into a force of 1,400,000, of which

500,000 were in the Regular Army, 270,000 in the National

Guard, and 630,000 identified as the Army of the United

States. Selective Service in World War II made possible

the expansion of the Army to an eventual enlisted strength

6



strength of 7,300,000 out of a total strength of of almost

8,300,000. 17

Finally, it is necessary to understand pertinent

dissimilarities and similarities between the two wartimeI

periods that indirectly affected the development of

training programs. During much of the period prior to the

United States' entry into World War I, President Wilson

opposed any action which might be construed as preparing

for war. 18Prior to our entry into World War II, however,

President Roosevelt actively sought to mobilize both public

opinion and the nation's military capacity. 19During World

War I the Army began mobilization after the declaration of

war, but World War II mobilization began a year prior to

the nation's entry. 20The Army entering the First World

War had only the nucleus of a General Staff and was faced

with the problem of mobilizing and training an

unprecedented number of men for a European war with no

previous experience in either. 2 1  The Army entering the

Second World War had a substantial staff organization,

experience from the First World War, and the benefit of

studies conducted during the interwar years. 2

A significant difference between the two World

Wars, yet difficult to quantify in relation to training

development, is the relationship of the United States to

its allies. The United States was a late arrival in both

wars, but during the First World War it was the allies who

provided the bulk of the manpower, equipment, and



leadership for the total war effort. Even within the

American Expeditionary Forces (AEF), most of the equipment

and supplies were provided by allies, and during certain

phases of training it was common for American soldiers and

units to operate under a French or British Division or

23Corps headquarters. In contrast, during the Second World

War, the United States was the dominant participant among

the Allies on the Western Front after 1944 and provided the

greatest number of soldiers, the vast majority of

armaments, and, because of our contribution in resources,

the dominant voice in policies and strategies. 24Because

of this greater contribution, the United States was much

less susceptible, though not immune, to criticism from the

Allies regarding the quality of our soldiers and our

training programs.

Despite these dissimilarities, there were also many

similarities between the two wartime periods which provide

a basis for determining a logical evolution between World

Wars. The Army had the advantage of building on the

lessons of previous wars in both periods. The

Spanish-American War and the United States' incursion into

Mexico provided valuable experience in mobilization prior

to the First World War. The Army of the Second World War

benefitted from lessons of the First World War in meeting

the requirements for massive mobilization and training.

During the periods prior to the United States' entry into

both wars, the Army had been reduced in manpower and had



not been provided modern weapons, resulting in the problem

of accepting and training large numbers of new recruits

without adequate cadre, facilities, or equipment.

The United States had instituted the Draft and had

begun limited mobilization prior to the Second World War;

* nevertheless, the extent of full mobilization after entry

into the War created problems similar to those of the FirstI

World War. Although the Army had the advantage of "lessons

learned" in developing training programs for World War II,

the magnitude of the mobilization during the Second world

war resulted in problems in accepting, equipping, and

assimilating new recruits as well as in providing

replacements for losses to units overseas. And while the

United States, being the dominant power among the allies,

was more confident in developing its own programs, the Army

was still sensitive to criticism by the allies in regard to

the performance of American soldiers.

METHODOLOGY

To begin the study it is necessary to present

assumptions and establish definitions to serve as a basis :

of understanding and to set parameters of what will be

examined.

9I



Assumptions

The primary assumption of this thesis is that

training during each World War experienced a similar

training life cycle. Each war began with an initial

training concept aimed at preparing both individuals and

units for combat. These initial concepts were transformed

into-initial training plans. After implementation of the

initial training plans, dissatisfaction and experience led

to significant modifications of the initial programs. As a

result of these modifications, final programs were

developed.

It is also assumed that the training of the

infantryman is a reliable indicator of individual.basic

training program development. It is realized that other

individual training, that of officers or specialists for

example, was critical in the overall war effort, but the

infantryman was the most numerous soldier and the primary

combatant during both World Wars. The infantryman was the

common denominator of each wartime period, and it was

believed and practiced that every soldier was liable for

duty as an infantryman. This is not intended to detract

from individual training programs of other soldiers, many

of which were more effective and experienced different

problems than that of the infantryman but, rather, as a

means of limiting the topic to be examined.

10



Definitions

Four terms must be understood initially for the

purpose of this study: training, trainer, individual

training and training life cycle. Training is the

instruction and practice of required skills of both units

and individuals, conducted in the preparation for combat. 
2 5

The trainer is the officer or non-commissioned officer who

provides the instruction. 26Individual training is that

instruction aimed at the development of individual soldier f

skills and may include instruction in small team or squad

operations so as to better develop the ability of the
27

individual to work as a member of a team. Individual

training is distinct from unit training which is that

training conducted specifically to develop collective unit

skills. 2 8  The training life cycle, as discussed before, is

the three phases of training program development: initial

training program, modification, and final training program.

Other definitions will be provided as they are required in

subsequent chapters or as they pertain to a specific topic.

Limitations and Delimitations

This study will concentrate on the training of the

individual enlisted infantryman, consistent with the

assumption that individual infantry training is an

indicator of all individual training. This study will be f

1.
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concerned with that training conducted during the two world

Wars, after the beginning of mobilization. World War I

mobilization is considered to have begun in April 1917 and

World War II mobilization in the fall of 1940. For proper

understanding of the background specific to each period,

this study will briefly examine military policies and

training conducted prior to the United States' entry into

each war. This study will not examine specialist training

or officer training, except as they may relate to

individual enlisted soldier training.

-h _______ORGANIZATION________

The study will examine the training of individual

infantry soldiers in World War I and II. Chapters two and

three will examine factors affecting the development of

training programs, organizational responsibility for

training, and program development through the training life

cycle for each wartime period. After having established an

understanding of each period's training programs, it will

a be demonstrated in Chapter three, that a logical evolution

of training from Woqrld War I to World War II is evident.

The study, furthermore, will demonstrate that training in

World War II improved as a result of the experiences of

World War I.



SIGNIFICANCE

World War I was the first of this nation's

twentieth century wars and established many of the

procedures used throughout subsequent wars. while

technology and tactical doctrine change, certain training

procedures and policies remain constant, or display a

logical evolution. A knowledge of this evolution and its

inherent improvement provides better understanding of the

training philosophies of today and may be useful in

developing future training.
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CHAPTER 2

THE DEVELOPMENT OF INDIVIDUAL TRAINING PROGRAMS
DURING WORLD WAR I

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this chapter is to present the

development of individual infantry training programs within

the American Army during World War I. To accomplish this

three areas will be addressed. First, factors affecting

the development of individual training programs during the

war will be studied. Next, the organization and

responsibility within the Army for the development of

training programs will be described. Finally, the actual

development and evolution of individual training programs

will be examined. These three areas will serve as a basis

of comparison for individual infantry training development

during World War II.

FACTORS AFFECTING THE DEVELOPMENT OF INDIVIDUAL TRAINING
PROGRAMS IN WORLD WAR I

Although numerous factors affected the experience

of the United States during World War I, six were important

in the development of individual training. The first, and

most important factor was the Army's lack of preparedness.

17



The second was the nation's lack of experience in creating

a modern twentieth century army. The third, due to the

Army's lack of experience in creating a modern military

force, was a disagreement on how to produce an effective

soldier, specifically, the length of time required for

training. The fourth factor was the requirement to provide

American troops overseas earlier than had at first been

expected. The fifth factor was disagreement over tactical

doctrine, trench warfare as practiced by America's allies

versus open warfare as espoused by GEN Pershing. And

finally, the sixth factor was obstacles to the development

and conduct of training: lack of housing, lack of

equipment, and lack of opportunity.

Underlying all factors in training program

development was the Army s unpreparedness for war,

especially modern twentieth century war. While possessing

the industrial capability and the population necessary for

conducting such a war the War Department had completed

little planning, and few systems for mobilization were in

place prior to entry into the war. Prior to the war, the

Army's total active federal service strength was only

213,557 officers and men. The Army was basically a

constabulary force with only the rudimentary beginnings of

a general staff.1  There were no leaders or staffs

experienced in directing large units or directing large

training programs. To aggravate the problem, as the Army

increased in size, the leaders with the most experience in

!tA


